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United States Department of Agriculture - 
Bureau of Aa einai Engineering 


PLAN OF REHABILITATION FOR LITTLE RIVER DRAINAGE DISTRICT, 
» SOUTHEASTERN: MISSOURI. 


INTRODUCTION 

The Little River Drainage District, situated in southeastern Mis- 
souri, includes about 463,000 acres of bottom land protected from over- 
flow from the hill. streams to.the north by. a diversion: levee and channel 
and drained by an elaborate system of ditches. .In the fall of 1932 the 
supervisors of the district, through their attorney, advised the Bureau 
of sgricultural. Engineering that the district was in bad financial con- 
dition and requested. that an investigation be made with a view to outlin- 
ing a plan of rehabilitation. In compliance therewith, investigation of 
the physical and financial condition of the district was made in: January 
end February, 1955, by Lewis A. Jones, Chief, Division of Drainage and 
Erosion Control; Wells A. Hutchins, Irrigation Economist; and G. R. Shier, 
Junior agricultural Engineer. The staff of the Missouri State College 
of Agriculture cooperated by furnishing agricultural deta relating to 
the area and by assisting in the analysis of the data-collected. 

The Little River Drainage District includes land in the southern 
parts of Cape Girardeau and Bollinger counties, the eastern parts of Stod- 
derd and Dunklin counties, and the western parts of Scott, New Madrid, 
and Pemiscot counties, There sre 465,350 acres of assessed land within 
the boundary of the district, embracing 1 territory «pproximetely ninety 
miles long with sn average width of ten miles. Prior to the construction 


of the draincge improvements these lands were subject to overflow during 


he 
times of high water in Castor and Little River and a number of minor 
creeks. The diversion of those streams to. the Mississippi River, at the 
extreme north part of the district, Lopet wen ith a system of ditches 
throughout the area, has made possible the cultivation of a large part 
of the land in the district. | 
DEVELOPMENT OF DRAINAGE IMPROVEMENTS 

ie Weed brigsnal Pisne 

The Libres Riverine nace District was organized in 1907 and the 
original plan for drainage was adopted in 1909, The works constructed 
under the original plan are of two wena classes, (1) ene embraced in 
the headwater divenaion Byetedt the function enh reaeie to protect ne 
lands of the Htsertet from the Gteee onto eatteans originating in the foot- 
hills of the Czarks by diverting their Ree ir a Mississippi River, 
and (2) those embraced in the main drainage system, which has the iio Rtee 
of carrying off the waters from the Little River valley south of the head- 
water diversion levee. The cost of this original work was approximately 
$5,107,000. 

The West Extension 

The construction of the headwater diversion system relieved from 
overflow by Castor River an area of about 38,000 acres lying south of the 
foothills of the Ozarks in Stoddard and Bollinger counties that had not 
been included in the original plan. Those lands were benefited, and for 
this reason they were later included in the Little River Drainage District. 
The plan for draining the Wést Extension was ‘adopted in 1916, and construc- 
tion was started in 1921 and completed in 1923, The plan provides a ei 


plete outlet system of drainage for the lends, together with a levee alon 





Be, 
the north and west boundaries to prevent overflow by run-off originating in 
the hills to the north and west. The total cost wos approximately $544,519. 
Equalizing Plan 

With thé*enlergément: of tributcry ditch systems outside the dis- 
.. trict, thus?bringing’ in greater volumes of water than were anticipsted 
“under the originel plan, and ‘the necessity for making the great body of 
‘lands within thé district ectively productive, the nceds of a large pert 
of the district’ were inadequately served by the original plan. To remedy 
this condition: 2n@'to meintain, extend, nd improve the works constructed 
under the original pl4n; the equalizing plon was adopted in 1924. Work 
wes istorted under this plan in 1924, and epproximately 150 miles of new 
i ditches were constructed, 30 miles of old ditches cand channels were en- 
larged, 100 miles of minor dredging wes done, 80 milés of new levees 
were constructed, and 90 miles of old levees were strengthened and 
enlerged. The cost of this work was approximately g4 000,000. 

Additions] Construction Anticipated 

While the work as outlined provides . fair degree of reclsmation, 
it must not be considered -s * fincl solution of the draincge problem. 
It hss been the general experience of drein-ge' districts thet 2 higher 
degree of drnincge is demanded «s cdditionsl lands «re brought into cul- 
tivation and general conditions within’ the territory bettered. The en- 
lergement of tribut-ry dreinsge channels by other druinsge districts 
likewise may mike additionsl work necessnry in the Little River Drcincge 
District. In anticipation of the complete development of the district, 
the district has prepnred o picn for complete drceinage, which will 


eventually cost some (4,000,000 in eddition to what hos’ alresdy been spent. 


Lhe 
‘| EXISPING. DRAINAGE CONDITIONS 
_ it is believed that. the existing dreinsoge improvements, if prop- 
erly meintnined, would -fford ressoneble drrinage for the district in its 
present: state of. development, nemely, cbout 55 per cent of the are clemred 
ond in cultivation.. Occasional. overflows undoubtedly would occur at times 
of excessive, precipitation, but: such overflows would: be’ of short duration 
and, serious dam-ge.to crops would be relatively infrequent. During recent 
_yecrs little or no maintenance work hns been done; end es ¢ result the 
ditches are badly overgrown with willows.. The ¢epnacity of the ditches is 
et present so reduced: thet serious overflows will result from even moderste 
roinstorms. It is doubtful whether crops can be successfully grown on 
much of the cleared 1lnnd in the district until the ditches are clesred end 
properly maintrined. 
ADMINISTRATION 
The cffrirs of the district cre mennged by 2. Board of: Supervisors 
consisting of five members, elected in rototion, one. ench year, for = term 
of five years. In electing members of the Bonrd, each assessed ccre of 
lend in the district is entitled to one vote. The Boord employs the 
necessary steff to supervise and mnintnin the district improvements and 
meets in the district office st Cepe Girsrdenu at least once - month. An 
exeminetion of the records lends to the conclusion th>t the affrirs of 
the district hove been efficiently conducted. 
BOND ISSUES 
To pry for the drainage improvements thus far constructed, bonds 
heve been issued by the district, secured by benefit assessments, in the 


following smounts: 


Table l.- Maturity Dates of Bonds and Cowpens for Little River Drainage District 
FIRST BOWD ISSUE 


#4,750,000.00 
Dated Oct. 1,191 

Date 

Maturing Sonds Coupons 
Apr. 1-1914 130625.0 
Oct. 1-1914 130683. 00 
Apr. 1-1915 130625.00 
Oct. 17-1915 306 

Apr. 171916 130625.00 
Oct. 1-1916 100625.00 
Apr. 1-1917 150625.00 
Oct. 171917 130625.00 
Apr. 1-1918 150625.00 
Oct. 1-1918 1306 25.00 
ADP or ee Lolo 1306 25.00 
Oct. 17-1919/213000.|130625.00 
Apr. 12-1920 124767. 50 
Oct. 1-7-1920] 224000. |124767.50 
Apr. 17-1921 118607.50 
Oct. 1-1921]|236000.|118607.50 
ADT L-LI2e 112117 .50 
Oct. 171922] 249000. }112117.50 
Apr. 11-1925 105270.00 
Oct. 1-1923]263000. |105270.00 
Apr. 1-1924 98037.50 
Oct. 1-1924]277000.} 38037.50 
Apr. 1-1925 90420.00 
Oct. 171925]293000.} 90420.00 
Apr. 1-1926 
Oct. 17-1926 |309000;5 
DreebeLee ie 
Oct. 1-1927 |525000. 


OR: 1-1928 |343000. 
Oot. 1-1929]362000. 
Oct. 1-1930|382000. 
Oot. 1-7-1931 |403000. 
Ost. 1-192 |426000. 
Oct. 1-1933]445000. 


> 
bo] 
ba 
ae 
ev 
' 
re) 
© 
a 
@ 





35035.00 
23952.50 
23952.50 
12237.50 
12237.50 





SBCOND BOND ISSUE 
¥1,000,000.00 
Dated Yec. 1,1918 


500900. 


500000 . 


Coupons 


18328.00 
27500 .00 
27500.00 
27500.00 
27500.00 
27500.00 
27500.00 
27500 .00 
27500.00 
27500.00 
275000.00 


27500.00 
27500.00 
27500.00 
27500.00 
27500.00 
27500.00 
27500.00 
27500.00 
27500.00 
27600,00 
137650,00 
13750 .00 


52770.00$1000000. $898328,00 #600000. 


THI2D BOND ISSUE 
7~600,000.00 
Dated Oct. 1,1920 


18000 .00 
18000.00 
18000.00 
18000.00 
18000.00 
18000.00 


18000.00 
18000 .00 
18000.00 
18000.00 
18000.00 
138000.09 
18000.00 
18000.00 
18000.00 
16000.00 
18000.00 
18000000 
18000.00 


$858000. 


FOURTH BOMD ISSUE 


#750 ,000.00 


Dated April 1,1921 


28000, 
30000. 
32000. 
34000. 


37000. 
40000. 
42000. 
44000, 
47000. 
50000. 
52000. 
56000. 


59000. 
63000. 


66000. 


70000. 


$750000. 





500000. 
500000. 
500000. 
50.0000. 
500000. 
500000. 


500000, 


$619000. 34000000. 






FIFTH BOND ISSUE 
34,000,000.00 
Dated Oct. 1,1924 


110000, 


110000. 
110000. 
110000, 
110000. 
110000. 
110000. 
6875. 
96250. 
9625. 
6875. 
82500. 
82500. 
6875. 
68750. 
58750. 
6875. 
55000. 
55000. 
6875. 
41250, 
41250. 
6875. 
2700. 
27500. 
6875. 
1378. 
13750. 
6875 


#3575000. 


Couvons 


Totals 


130625.00 
130625.00 
1306 25.00 
130625.00 
130625.00 
1625.00 
1306 25.00 
1306 25.00 
1306 25.00 
130625..00 
748953.00 
371125.00 
152267.50 
376267.50 
164107.50 
422607.50 
180117.50 
429117.50 
173270.00 
436270.00 
166037. 50 
443037.50 
268420.00 
561420.00 


226947.50 
626627.50 
216 390.00 
66 7980.00 
204230.00 
652730.00 
790980 .00 
119420.00 
175420,00 
506875.00 
103990.00 
16 2990.00 
506875,00 
88470.00 
151470 .00 
506875.00 
«72830.00 
138 930.00 
5068%5.00 

57100.00 
127100.00 
506875.00 

41 250.00 

41250.00 
506875.00 

27 800.00 

27500.00 
506875.00 

1376.00 

13750.00 


506 875.0% 
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ELT 3 2S To Sae Eset a ae en ee ¢ 4,750,000 
EP i og REE ee ee ee eee ee 1,000,000 
Fe ree OM eee Me I Sey ee ce ee oa fo See -.. . 600,000 
BGRl Sitar Wasterctonsion) = <=. ——-—<- - 750,000 
1924 (of %5;.000,000 ~uthorized) ------ | 4,000,000 

eee Totel ~ € 11, 7005000 


Theseosne tans throughout’ the period 1914 to 1944, as shown in 
Toble 1. of the eouaieaaount of bonds, $3,082,000 had been, retired end 
$8,018;000-were’ stint ‘outstanding on Sanid-ry 2; 1933. ees figures 
obtrin-ble indiecté ‘tht Assbssva benefits Sa eee the. court emount to 
npproximetoly- $13,807,000." + a wa | 

| OVERLAPPING DISTRICTS 

Becruse of ‘the existeticd of other dr-incge districts, or becouse 
of the eae for eroteional aoe focilities, certein lends in the 
fe Riven Dreinage. District-.nre-subject to’ liens'for' bonds issued by 
other dreincge and levec districts in waetoneYs their, obligotions to 
the Little River Draincge District. 

Of the 463,350 nesessod neres in the Tattle’ River Draincge District, 
153,423 scres are 91so in other districts. ‘papie Me lists these overlapping 
districts snd shows the. number of: scres:-cssessed In ehch district by the 
Little River Droincge District. With the exception of those in Elk Chute 
Drain ge. District and St. Francis Levee District, eae ee the lnnds in 
Bee eepinehdiakitéte nateased by the Little River Drrinces District ere 
improved and sre not assessed maximum rates by the Little River District. 
Under ordinzry conditions those lands would have sufficient income to pay 
overlapping district trxes provided such toxes ore .reduced.in proportion 


with reductions suggested hercincfter for the Little River.District. 


> 
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Prectically 11 thé. lands of the Elk Chute Drainage District ond nesrly 
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— 
half of those in the St. Francis Levee District are in cut-over timber 
from which no income Aer be Socetned: Sone fee of land are assessed 
for arenas in Rishon ecu aisericke. ms ee orcas the records 
indicates that on some Ree tiees lands in the overlapping districts the 
pee re ace cas anaes to aS much as $4.00 per acre in addition cre 
state and county toxes. A summary of the overlapping is given in Table bes 
It is evident that some er oeneds will have to be reached with the over 
lapping districts if ae of refinsncing the Tittle River Drainage 
District is to be’successful. meetin! | 
Economic eitnericn 

The finencial affairs of the district sre in chaotic ondi tren 
because of a combination of reagons. The originol development of the dis- 
trict wes fostered lergely by lumber Ai Men uae order to dispose of 
their cut-over Iends. As 5 Mesto or eeerine on in isnd beecsuse of 
wer-time prices of farm ASS ehitcpge tea value of unclesred cut-over 
lands increased from + few dollars per nore in 1909 to as high as $75 
per acre’ in 1919. During this Wer COmetnit dnbeheit of the land wes 
clesred nd then the need for dearer gt: drainage in many parts of the 
district become ~pparent. Money brought into the district by settlers 
and lend speculators, investments in farm mortgages by insurance comennies 
end banks, together with current income 2nd use of reserve funds enrbled 
the district to meet °1l obligations until Reever 1929, when it first 
defaulted on its bonds. Mcny factors have oetan bres evs the insolvency 


of this district, but the primary difficulty has been over cepitclization 


See 


coupled with * protrected period of low prices of all form products. 

Following the 1924 bond issues of v4 ,000 , 000 for extending the 
drainage system under whet is known cs the Equolizing Plan, drainage 
toxGs together with state end county taxes for road “nd school develop- 
ment became so high ond the outlook so disheartening thet more thon 90 
percent of. the ileond of the district is now tex delinguent «nd sub ject 
to sale, , For the year 1952 only $18 , 582.31 of drainage taxes were paid, 
eut of.< total levy of $961,817.21 - less than 2 percent. | 

The assessments levied for drainage benefits were made in accord- 
ance with the improvement in arcinage conditions that would result from 
the construction of the ditches end levees, and not in accordance with | 
the ebility of the land to pay. As * result, much of the unimproved 
land, from which no income can be obtained, hes been assessed at the 
maximum rote ‘nd must pry the annual maximum dreinage tax of $2.83 per 
acre in the originsl district and $5.52 in the West Extension. It is 
useless to expect th-t such © dreinnage tax will be poid by this class 
of land, in eddition to the toxes levied for doeal and state PUTPOSES.» 

With the situntion nas it is, it is not epparent how conditions 
in this district can be sppreciably bettered, with prices os they are, 
unless the bondholders and the lendowners mutually agree to some read- 
justment of the tax burden that will be practical of spplicstion ond 


as equitable to all parties concerned as may be devised. 


On 
Hi 


Attempts ot Refinancing 


1 
ae 


In the Polk of hee after the Little River Deninnge District de- 
foulted on its ‘ond oblige ‘tions due October ig 1929, tro bondholders" 
protective EOS were Pres See one ae He originel district end 
the other ate the West TEeeTIe oni ‘Those committees ree -lized thet the 
vaca could not Rye ph contr- ct “requirement of the district, and 
efter negot ist ions ee oder sndowners' committec an agrecment was executed 
the + eae tod ‘thet the droinage i Sieiea seu delinquent woula be settled 
on the athy ier setae 


30 apace of emount ee plus Pepe ress for 1927 and prier yeers 
40. t ee a pe agt MY a dy tee EN el) OR 
5O " rt " " " 9 sf | 1929 

The cgrecnent provided also ane the Board of Sineny tees of iss 


district might levy toxes in reduced emounts as follows: 


Year Agrced amount Regulsr smount 
1930 > $400,000 $862,488 
1931 450 , 000 862,477 
1932 500 , 000 863,395 
1933 200700001) 5 858,395 


1934 600 , 000 892,100 

Taxes wore levied in arsine acres with the sbove ngreement for the 
years 1930 and 1931, ai only sid shtay bors then helf of these tcxes were 
paid. While eat ali: economic be: asgriculturel conditions may have 
contributed to prevent functioning of the ahaa it is believed that 
the primary ccuse of failure was the foot that the tax burden wss not 
ndjusted in rccordance Hiwrs the productivity or non-productivity of the 
lend, nor was ck ‘ssuronce elven ae londowner the iy by pe puscad ag poe 


taxes at the peated rite he was ta sole settling the full omount of 


LATS 


his annusl drainage tax. Uncer such conditions a lrndowner hrd little 
incentive to pr y ee ae tones. Ks | | 
| “During the fo su of 1931 the | bondholders’ protective committees and 
mombers ann tho districts" Bos Ing of Supervisors met and agreed in principle 
that the pa vyment of dra iis peeee mente shoul be based on the ability 
of the lend to po Ly oon ince sae Hae or potential, re wa s decided that 
a survey ana cieeaeet ont inn ee the le nds in the district Should be made. 
Seven men femilic it with the “physicel Oc n@itions and quclity of the lend 
within the District classified the lané into rete citrercnt eroune in 
eecordance with its rele ‘tive ability to pay toxes. 4n elaborate report 
“ans Beene ce by represent: ag of the district a ee is certein 
retes of cssessment for different clssses of land, The bondholéers! 
Peeetive chaitice apache A ietetot representatives foiled to agree . 
upon the Hocwmiend sean made a the report, and ee failure led to a 
request “that en investigation and report varieee by disinterested 
parties. | | 
DEVELOPMENT OF PLAN OF REHABILITATION 
Basis for Finencicl Settlement 

any plans for refineneing the Little River Dr-innee District cnn 
be cccomplished only through en a ‘tion of all interes sted parties ané to 
be successful must bo seceptable both to bondholders and landowners 
Rttomphe have been made in the Saati to reach “=n agreement, but such have 
been unsuccessful @we chicfly becruse on area te to recognize the fact 


that any plan of settlement must be based on ne heer of the lone to 


pay. It must be recognized that in the absence of speculation, the lend- 


=e 


owners in the district can-pay no more for drainage or other lntonenmn 
than they can get from the land, Blood cannot be drawn from a turnip, 
and when funds are spent up to-the earning capacity of the land nothing 
remains but the principal of the investment. In any plan of settlement , 
, bt is of vital importance also that. adequate provision be made for main- 
taining existing drainage improvements in order that crops may be success- 
fully grown and the income. of the land be maintained. The settlement of 
Pein adonn taxes is a matter for compromise between bondholders and land- 
owners, but must be of such character as will not endanger future payments. 
' Land Classification | 

Numerous inspection trips over the arstnict: one of them in company 
with a eee EES ae: the aera io Chemistry and Soils of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, indicated that omena ayaa pieetion mentioned 
above (p.10 ) had, on the whole, been ai made and could be used as an 
equitable basis for dl acer a RP drainage taxes according to the ability 
of the land to ahs This conclusion was further justified by the crop 
records which show that the yields eae in accordance with the classifi- 
cation of the land, and by the assessments for state and county taxes 
Which average as follows: | | 


average state and county taxes, 19350 


Class 4 land $0.72 per acre 
ih B MM : 53 . 2 58 2] vw 
" 3! Lai | x 43 a y 


The standards of classification were soil fertility, utility, and 
desirability. Lands of the best grade, well situxted with respect to 


highways, schools and shipping points, well drained and with the best 


kg be fae 
improvements were classified "A"; less fertile and desirable lands; "B"; 
-and- the least» ferbile: and desirable, or inndequately drained, "C", Waste 
Jands..end Jnnds:not:. subject :to drcinage, except at prohibitive cost, were 
classed.es "D". °2 supplementary clessificrtion of lends fully clesred, 
‘partly clenred,:and-uncleared was made by first plotting the results of 
air surveys. and then checking ench subdivision inthe field.’ The results 
of these classifications are shown in Figure 1. 

In the original classification the land was divided into ten sepna- 

rate closses.cs follows: : 
Class A-1 ' Fully improved 
y a-c Partly My 
" a-3  Unimproved .(cut-over timber) 
3 B-1 Fully improved 
B-2) Se Pert lyases 
B-3 Unimproved (cut-over timber) 
"  -C-1 > Fully improved 
C=2 ) Parvin 
C-3 © Unimproved (cut-over timber): 
D Weste lend. 

In the nove cla ssification the partly improved lend in ecch class 
wes land that was cleared ond cultivated but from which the stumps hed not 
been removed. A study of the: eee records of such Tara indicates thet the 
net return to the la meonied is proctieally the some cs from the fully im- 
proved land from which shims have een removed. For this reason it hes 
been decmed advisnble, for the purposes of this report, to combine the 


fully improved 7nd partly improved land in each class under one heading 


end to divide the’ land¥ in the District into seven groups a follows: 


fe 


Class a-l Cultivated ef 
_) 3-2 Unimproved (cut-over timber). 
poRUE Bal, - Culbivyated 
"> B-2 Unimproved (cut-over timber). . 
oF 2s CaS “Cultivated”, >: ee eas 
""  C-2 Unimproved (cut-over timber) 
ean Waste land 


reer eine econ of the seven classes is given by counties in 

Table 3, | 
_ Method of oben Lesh Product ion 

Moat (of. the land in Little River Sekine District is farmed by 
tenants, -estimetes in’ verious portions of the District ranging from 80 
up to 95 per cent of the crea in 1933. Much of the land is in the hends 
of banks sand cere eee Through the cooperation of these organ- 
izotions and individuhl owners ond their representatives, crop yield. 
schedules were obtjined.on farms embracing 17,369 acres in 1931 and 18,353 
acres in 1952, showing for each ferm the legal description,’ rneresge in 
each crop, landlord's share of the crop yield, and amount of money re- 
ceived by the landlord from each crop. Each schedule purrorced to cover 
a1] land in the district controlled by. the’ owner. It was found necessary 
to discard a number of schedules because of uncertainties in the items 
cs AN LAE a hee ae 

The custom in almost all cases is for the landlord to take one- 
fourth of the output of cotton, one-half of the hay, and a en of all 
other crops; and to receive for pasture a cash rental which in many cases 
includes “privilege rent", or compensation for the use of farm buildings. 


actusl yields per acre of farm crops were ascertained from the 





: : : : : bye at ea ee i883 nla ee es JOTIISEp Ue 
Beer nee ee OL sou, oo Ase TOR Se Sas O¢ » 68 2 2@ 2 61 = Peereepoeeeees 
: : : ; : : ; : : : a ak jo .o8equs019g 





J 9 ok g 43°92* STS} OL 

















Gg2e'2g ; = TG ‘HIT’ hg s6l¢‘92t: 19g =: OGL'OL 2 Go‘HT: Tel'se : Goz‘ec: Lal 25 -0ee Eas PIEPPOYS 
TRS‘ ; abe *GE3 ‘G2 SO Me rt Seem ta OSC T > ehe = Ofb't *- gdetg. : 6G4'2 = TLC‘GT: ; i “49009 
68n' Se HS = thQQ'St eeolics > 0h > $GF'ST 3 Tete t 1eG'6t : e66‘le: 606 «=: SGHtld : qoos Tuag 
B6T'OG : RO = t16G°99 G6) ‘sete tl), 2 6yStoT +990‘) «3 11G‘62 : 199'TG: LoGte ; y2e'62: Ss: PYAPEN AON 
6£0'He : he. t£tSOT 2 [2G ‘ty: TI9*S + OOOTLT =: £6t =: 6062 = OLf'9 : 65h = 086°F 3  uttaung 
2 t6o%a G9 *199°ST 240 ‘he! ios GeT'h = BOT'T ? TEE‘]2 +2 HQO'S : Gl2‘T * OgH'6.: neeprerty odug 
' ° . : 7 : : : . : ‘ : = 
a LE = i09G' 2 7410'Se 2162. 32G66°ST = Tof'9 = Jot: G6) tess = = fe oe S9SUTT LOG 
SOl0y : | > SOLOY : souoy : SIO 2 SeLOY <4. SOLOY.t “Sodsy-: soicye: so10y : saioy 3 
> TTR 70. ;qunouy ° sy 2. R : : 2 : : 
puel : uaa Jeg: possossein! ama F : : 
Pe tee TOU. “PUR beteetOe SLT eee eo)” TSO ben OG tt gt ey ee eees £yumog 
Tey op ; aes pueT JO SSUTO 


"JOTIYSTC OFCUTCIG JOATY OTJITI UT pessesse spueT jo uoTyeoTyisseig - ¢€ eTgqey 


a 5. 

schedules by multiplying the landlord's share by the proper factor (Sin 
ease of corn, 4 in.case of. cotton, etc.), and dividing the aggregate 
number of bushels of corn, pounds of seed cotton, etc., by the aggregate 
number of acres on which produced... Each schedule was referred by its 
legal description to the land classification map (Fig. 1), marked with 
its land class, end segregnted accordingly for, purposes of tabulation. 

On the whole, it is felt..that the crop data fairly represent the 
locrl farm situation; ond that they may be taken os showing the present 
productive espacity of the lends. The present type of farming is well 
esteblished in the district «nd is not likely to change radically in the 
immedinte future. 

It is possible, of course, thet these schedules represent better- 
than-eversge conditions, because they were -obtained on lsnds on which 
loans had been made snd losns supposedly have been mede on the better 
lands. aA comporison of yields inside the district with the svernrge yields 
on nearby lands outside the district indicates that the lands are sbout 
overcge for southesstern Missouri. 

Acreage in Verious Crops 

the schedules for:-esch tract show séporately the ccreages in corn, 
cotton, wheat, osts, hay, beans, pesture, other crops, the acreage, uncul- 
tivated but tilleble, sand the ccrerge, not tilleble (uncleered timber lend, 
undrained swamp, -nd waste land). The total. srets on ~hich crop production 
data were obteined for-1931 and 1932 were 47,569' ecres and 18,3553 acres, 
respectively. In addition, schedules were secured for.those yectrs on 


20,845 acres in 1931 snd. 29,996 scres in 1932, containing reliable deta 


~r6- 
on’ the ecreage in the various ‘crops, btit- not on crop yields. ‘Thus the 
total eres ‘included in schedules for 1931 sha°1932 Which could bé used 
for'determining ¢fop. distribution wns 38,214 acres and‘ 48,349 -cres re- 
spectively, evereging epproximstely 10 percént of the -re- assessed in 
the original: district: “ 

. Distribution of ¢rops is quite different in-the northern portion 
from that in the southern portion of thé District. Inthe northern cres 
general forming’ predominates; in the southern, cotton. In Cape Girtrdecu 
County, the northerrriost, no cotton wes reported, wherens Pemiscot County, 
in the :southesst, showed’ the largest percentage of tilleble land in cotton. 
Dunklin County land within the district shows more corn then cotton on the 
schedules, although in that cree good crops of cotton are grown on 
edequately drained land. - Intermedinte counties show both ectton and gen- 
erel farming. - In expleining these geogrephical differences in crop dis- 
tribution, it mey be strated thet the Little River Drainage District lies 
on the northern border of the cotton-growing arec of the Mississippi 
Valley, end thet the district is 90 miles long from north to south. 

The schedules obteined were well distributed over the district, so 
that it was practicel to compute. the totel erea of ench crop in the dis- 
trict on the essumption that each erop comprised the same proportion’ of 
cll tillable lands in ithe: district as. of the tillable lends covered by 
the schedules for the yeers.1931 ana 1932.- The ecrerges for the two 
yeers were eavercged and the results: spe shown in Table 4. Thus, as the 
cgeregate sren in corn show by 911 schedules wes 47 percent of the ° . 


egercgate tillable ares on ‘the schedules, the total arca in corn within 


ss 
the District bounderies wos computed ag at percent of the totel tillable 
acrerges. The computes tovel sree of all crops within the District were 


obteined in ©. similar.menner. 





4 


To *rrive ot a ebility of the land to pcy fixed charges under 
existing conditions, it wos nogessery not only to know the total arers 
in the several crops but slso to establish a basis for computing the 
averege producing value of the ‘land. The simplest way to do this was to 

a) . ages : 

assume the various crops Cividdd on ench acre of Gillable lands in the 
some proportions for the total district, «s shown in Treble 4, The erop 
oe esa on such * hypothetical acre elso is shown in Teble 4. The 
smount of sny crop on the hypotheticsl eere was computed by dividing the 
total ecreege of that crop in the district by the total acreage tillable. 
With corn, tor exemple, the 119;156 total ecres in that crop divided by 
the totel 251,974 ccres tillcble gave 0.47289 ng the pert of the hypo- 
thetieal acre in corn. The proportion of bes hypothetical acre in other 
crops is similerly-crlculated.. Idle land is land’ occupied by buildings, 
gordens, etc., generally furnished the tenant and from which the landlord 


derives no income. 


~18- 
Te “ble 4 ~- .acreeges of principal crops in Little River Dreinage District ' 


end distribution of crops on hypotheticsl secre AW 
(Based on Crop Schedules for 1931.and 1932) 


Total in : Hypotheticel 





Crop : District : eore 

Acres ‘eRe 4cre : 

Baris ene BN 119,156: 0.47289 : 

Cotton 87,307 “14806 

Wheat 28 , 224 : eLLeOL 

Orts | pe 10,091 .04005 

‘Hay pest ae 21,466: 08519 

Bemns _ | : 7,667 03043 — 

Pasture Ai 8,822 . 03501 

Other crops ‘ 10,102 ~ 04009 

Téle ; 9,139 a pee : 
Se pe 

Total tillable 251,974 : 1.00000 :; 
Not debe ee 

(unclesred) : Pl Leo : -_—- = = : 

assessed ; 463,350 : —---- : 





: ; 
l/ See text, pnge 17 
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Yields of _ of Different Classes of Land 

For shlaying arop ae cae eat the schedules obtained were sorted 
by. years and See of land and the average yield of each crop for each 
eee of land was determined. The results obtained are given in columns 
5 and “Of Table De 

“Production in 1932 was, in most cases, less than in 1931, as evi- 
f ercen by the results secured from the schedules. The decrease is attribu- 
ted “fo less favorable fainfall distribution in 1932, Growing conditions 
in.the District for the past several years, as penbrded by careful obser- 


vers, have been as follows: 

1923 — Fairly seasonable 

LOGE) mip gctuae. ood 4 . 

1925 — Unusually good; yield great; harvest poor 

on account of late rains, 

1926 — Enormous yield; low prices, 

1927 -— Very wet; short yield ~ ; 

1928 -— Unseasonable on account of rains 

1929 - Fairly good 

1930 - Very dry 

1931 — Seasonable 

1932 - Generally seasonable; some drought affec- 
ting some sections; 70 per cent of dis= 
trict affectéd by drought; good crops 
from Kennett - Portageville south. 


Since , some of the lands suffer from pone relatively more than 
others, it is thought that an average of the two-year period 1931-1932 
‘will give a more accurate. picture of Aer he Ee i than would either year 

alone. Such weighted eee yields are shown in column 9 of Table 5. The 
Pater tsa average yield of each Peavey fe the District, regardless of 
class of land, is shown in eotutin’'L0 of Table 5. wea: indices of 
variation in yield Bor ae to class of land are: "shown in column 
i 
ll ef Table De These indices were obtained by dividing the average yield 


on each class of land as given in column 9 by the average yield for all 


classes as given in column 1@, Thus, when the average yield gf a 


crop has been obtained for the District as a whole for any year, the yield 
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for: the various -cla asses of-Land- can be computed by multiplying such aver- 
serra by the ¢rop index for thot class of land shown in column 11 of 
Table 5. The crop indices, which are based on two years’ records of crop 
yields, are believed to ree: represent ‘the retio of- productive ability of 
the different classes of land and in this report are used’ for that Purpose 
in’ lied of records. covering a longer period of’ time. 
| "CAPACITY OF ‘THE LAD 70 PAY 
‘With 80 to 95 pertent of the tillable lana in thé District farmed by 
tenants, itis Teasible’ to use the landlord's ‘share as the measure of capac- 
“ity to pay charges against the lands-s This rental, if accurately determined, 
— be propérly, applica’ to all tillable land in the Bi etiahes as it represents 
the entire rental obtained by the landlord and is the source from which his 
fixed charges of taxes and interest and his management and upkeep expenses 
must be paid. 
“The total capacity of the district -to pay in Prat) year, accord ing 
to this method, is -the cash value of 1/4 of all the seed=-cotton produced 
that year, plus 4/2 76T all the loose hay, plus 1/3 of all other crops, 
plus all pasture rentals. "Privilege rent," which is iheluded in some of. the 
pasture rentals, represents’ inc ane from the la ad and theréfore_ may properly 
be*included in determining the capacity to Daye 
Inte ane. from Cultivated Lands 
To agai the income from various classes of hae ated land for any 
particular year it is necessary to compute the income of the hypothetical 
acre for that year. Table 6 shows the income of the hypothetical acre for 
the three classes of cultivated lend for the year 1931. Column 1 shows the 
crop distribution for the hypothetical acre as developed and used in this 
report. Column @ gives the indices of yield for the various crops, which 


is the relation of yields on the three classes of land as compared with the 


ope 

Table 6.~ Computed 1931 crop income for the hypothetical acre 

1 | 2 a hres e : 

- :Crop “is:Index :Average :Computed:Price :Total :Crop rent 
:Unit:tribution: of :yield per:yield :per unit:value. :income 

: :on hypo-:yield :acre for:per acre:received:of crops from hypo- 


Crop 7 


: :thetical: :district:for land: by :on hypo-; thetical 
: sacre : : :class :farmers:thetical:acre 















CLASS A-1 








Corn sBu. :0.47289 31.1666: .27.0. : 523 ($0.23 13, $3.48 vses116 
Seed cotton:lbs.: .14806 :1.0989:1312.0  ; LUD: O16 5 alee sarees 
Wheat sBu, 3.11201 21,0847: seed os 262% i  hOUa cL LO eae 
Oats sBu. : .O4005 31.1811; 29.6. ; 352." Gh6) $0 25/25 (16? ee 
Hay(loose) :Tons: .08519 :1.2065: 1.1l.: 1,3. : 4.65: .51 : ° .25 
Beans Sue? 03045 2b byeose S45 as 153) 247 to) 6S eee 
Pasture. :Dol.e: .03501: -+--: --- :$2.94: is iy Se one 
pemeeecrones Ms OU00G sy oe meme 9 ral Eas 239: oie 
_ Idle tan 38 0562/9 ah aeons unt = ae = 
: 1.00000 Total ines A-l crop rent income $3.02 





CLASS B-1 LAND 











Corn sBu. :0.47289 30.9878: 27.0 3: 27 SiO Ces 8 OO ta oe 
Seed cotton:Lbs.: .1U806 :0.9920:1312.0 :1302 2) .OL6424.09. oat 
Wheat SBilau tore VOO La S20) Oise e euros re ttO nee lcs LG a eee 
Oats 3" 3.04005 s1-.0700:" 29-6 «32 2 kOe  ecla: Sees 
Hay sTonss, .08519 s0593uSs0 1.1) Ou kes tHe Ghose) se 
Beans sBu. > sO30U3 sO.7UG3: 815° + 6 SN POSH et) o3s OO a Deere 
Pasture sDol.: .03501 : ---: -- :$2.85 3 = od) + ae gee 
Other Crops: " ; .04009 : ---: -- 3: 7.62 : -= : 630 : .10 
Idle sOsb2 7G yee Mi ee ee sy ee 


CLASS C-1 LAND 


Corn :Bu. :0.47289 30.6098: 27.0 3: 17 s0 (QR2R05 dNIS5) Sie Cees 
Seed cotton:Lbs.: .14806 :0.7751:1312.0 :1017 s .016s° 2.41 i vaeee 
Wheat SBile, te eLlPOl sO,UsG2 eee iio Oem ve ul htOu e005 elt ues eme 
Oats ser s .OU005. *O.couOr we nor smn eminem iret ry ise: 
Hay :Tonas 1,08519.:0.[005sa5 loll ta a0,bies) Gu: 005 Ques 
Beans SBu. t) sCAOUS" s0.b6/et) on) ee : ifs: 07. eee 
Pasture sDol.: .03501 : ---: -—=. :$1.70 : “3 = : 06 
Orner-cropst"° s COUN 3) —n-9 8k ee) wee) mets. Gel eeeean 
Idle vite uot 6273 ee Soup oa lee em 








1.00000 “Total Glass 0-1 crop rent income $1.73 


average yield for the district, as show in Table 5. Column 3 gives the 


average yield: per acre: for: the: district fon. each crop.as determined by the 


Bono. schedules. for that estes Colum 4 gives the et yield per acre 


a oS 


“ 


for each pace tor eaph pines of land, ae ined ee mu.tiphying the figures 
SLOT: cplunn ra and coten De paad 3) gives the ean prices received for 

_ the 1931. crops as. shorm, ae the: schedules, Colpmm 6 eee the gross return 
nen received from each, Bxo®; obtained Sp multiplying the aan of Column 4 by 
ick ef Gat tas Bae column 7 is he Landlord" s share, or BHR oP ror 
ee from the nypothetics un cere, hich was, abe ined, <* vee 1/4 the 
Pesanks a Gol Gi. 6 vial ae case oes cotton; ve. in ch, case of loose hay; 
and 1/3 in the case cc ar a ene <a from pasture 


is the cash income received by the ower and includes the so-called privilege 


vente 
t gt : 


The Sa Fe tho hypothetical sore eouputied for, 1932 is recorded in 
Table es oe Table 8 ill lustrates, ae the income from the ‘“ypethetieem 
aere: OT lose. vould heve been fee the Bees ae the seeeates Sa becn more 
fan Tine wien iat ri ae Ee ee be Le eM enc eee more nearly 

ean: : | 

in Table 8, it will be UN pee oe has becn assumed as 00 cents 

per bushel for corn, gsecd cotton as 3 cents per pound, wheat: as 70 ecnts per 

Dbushol, ¢ctec. ‘Whose orices Pras iece HeMbneS advocated under pro=- 

visions of the Form Relict Bill rooontly eaeeed by Conercss. Table 9 gives 

“the incone of the . hype thetics LL. acre for- i entoe nod the, farm prices See 

‘those advocated by. ce Fa mm Reliot BLM, T1th such prices, the net income 

ee ant eee Ss cnt iented Tana aria deduct ne State ee 

county taxes and opcrating expenses would be sufficient to pay the present 
moxinum drainage tax, Under such conditions reductions in drainage taxes for 


Class A-1l and Bel lends would not be necessary except possibly in the casc 


of small arcas in overlapping drainage districts. If the prices advocated 
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Table /.- Computed 1932 Crop-Income for the Hypothetical Acre 
1 ote tae , yy 6 
: :Crop dist IndextAverage :Computeds:Price :Total :Crop rent 
Crop :Unit:tribution of syield peryield per:per :value of:income f rom 

: :on hypo-: yield:acre for:acre forsunit re-:crops s:hypothet- 

>. + ¢theticals :districtsland |:seived :on hypo-:ical acre 

: sacre : : sclass  :by :thetical} 

: : : : :farmers:acre : wie 

“CLASS A-1 LAND 

Corn sBue 0.47289 31.1666: 22.1 : 26 +$0.18 -:$2.21 : $0.74 
Seed cotton:Lbs.: .14806 :1.0989:1,195.0 21,313 +: .018: 3.51 : .88 
Wheat SB. (2/2013 1.08472 9 wt. 3is ie: Toa ce ee eg ee 
Oats sBu.t eO4005 is 1.28113 9 19.Gu 3 eaves a ede ole 
Hay (loose):Tons: .08519 :1.2065: 0.73: DeGuise G9 a | tie 55 9M os dee 
Beans sBu. 3 .03043 3:1. 20223 Ug s oy eae era ee 
Pasture :Dol.: .03501 3 Pt eC Tet eos tiene rack Cees $7reeei 0 
Other crops: " +: .0u009 ;: -— ben tint iS Pa § AS Se ma ab * RMS By eg 
Idle not Ne Oba psu ae -~ ot 3 Dict enh Stat pte PS 











CLASS B-1 LAND 











ERENT ae Total class A-l Crop Rent Income BIG 





Corn SHilets: sbfeso sOsUs olan esa) at OO OST Goss LG ee ae 
Seed cotton:Lhs.; .14806 * .9920:1,155 : 1,185 : .018: 3.16 : .79 
Wheat BBV 6 tt LeO Las pods es aes Lea BO lt) oats ane 
Oats :Bu. : 04005 31.0700:. 19.0 : COFs i LG. $ Verges aeons 
Hay(loose) :Tons: .08519 :0.9348: 0.73: OTs slebd os.  . Ok irs owes 
Beans :Bu. 3.03043. 30. £483: Rio teG aes sae cu ais AUS OR uin oe meres 
Pasture :Dol.: .03501 mm). ROE Bete NG cos 8) oy cen er ee 
Other crops: " ~O4009 _ ao LRP Gos saygaee 1 oa yamine 10 


Idle 
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° e 
a 2 
° e 
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e 
*s e 
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CLASS C-1 LAND 











- Corn sBu. 3: 247289 30.6098: 22.1 3: Le. 28 2 Ab Oro een 
Seed cotton:Lbs.: .14806 :0.7751:1,195.0 : OPG.*s .OLS.13  OcUP er Sipe 
Wheat :Bue 3 .11201 :0.4802: 11.3: GPa 560s): Seo ie ae 
Oats :Bue : 204005 :0.2840: 19.0: HS ouns hit witli (eOaearase Earn 
Hay (loose):Tons: .08519 :0.7065: 0.73: 0-5 : 4.69 : .20 : .10 
Beans sBu.e : .03043 30.5672: Pic ae ie Rat aay tallies OS 5: 
Pasture . tDol.: .03501 3 = ..2 “ci, ROTM OW ermine iis at REDO 
Other crops: " : .oloog9;: - 3: a 8 LOU Sour cg swe sss ee 
Idle -03627 3 3 ies : : : 


Table &.- Computed ane Income for the reetheelents Acre using 1932 
Crop Yields and Assumed Prices for Crops Grown 





gaia Sue bere 4 6 
$ iCrop dis+ Index:lverage :Computed:Assumed:Total :Crop rent 
Crop :Unitstribution ~ of syield persyield sprice :svalue of:income from 
son hypo-: yield:acre for:per acretper unit:crops :hypotheti- 
: ythetical: = :district:for land: son hypo-:cal acre 
2 sacre : : sclass 3 sthetical: 
: hide ee : : :acre : 


CLASS a 1 LAND 


Corn sBu. 0.47289 :1. EE. 20,1 26: $0.50 :$6.15 we 2 


Seed cotton:Lbs.: .14806 :1.0989:1195.0 4 ABER We 1. Se Ae site 

Wheat Bibs tee) Mel ony bes hen Lorry 70 fag es “BI 
Oats Perla sell TsO. 2° Ope ie. deaths) Ooh yaa 
Hay ~ ~ :Tons: .08519 31.2065: Ay a Od Hs BsOOs ssh Sisas SY 


: Git be MASTS Lt og ae 
Pee asc ee ee ass: 
a) Le Oe. Suey is US ae 


Of 
Beans soil. f 205045 sy o5ees * LEO 
Pasture * sDol.: .03501: ~ ‘3 - 
Other crops: " ¢: .O4009 : - 3 - 
Idle SOS OR ae wes es 






CLASS Bel LAND 





Paco NOs arose coe St wae 3 0.50 #$5.20 Siee 


Corn tBu. 


Seed cotton:Lbs.: .14806 :0.9920:1195.0 :1 1185 S059: bec ae 
Wheat sBu..¢ «11201 :1.0791:- 11:3: seis (Os) * 0st) 
Oats fous) sO4005 ss OO0s, LOO: Bs Se. 058s eo tee 
Hay :Tons: .08519 30.9348: 0.73: Defuse Ws00us) 246 oh 
Beans ‘Bus 3. «OS0s 20, / 403s) eg! re eeehl Fp 5< Fito «03 
Pasture SPOOLS 0550), 2. = 38 oer BOLT OO aes eee hh + ae i ae 
Other crops: © $ .0WO09°:* “= (:: *s- ‘3°$9,00°%: = o36) SP" ake 


Idle : :_ «0362 

















1.00000 Total Class B-1 crop rent income 
| CLASS C-1 LAND 
Corn ° sBu.: .47289 30.6098: 22.1 : 1 $0.50. $3.31 1.10 
Seed cottonsLbs.: .14806.:0.7751:1195.0 3: 926 : .03: 4.11 1.03 
Wheat Sole eae sO eels ies a’ yews PpOet? “eae : 13 
Oats sBu. : .O4005 :0.250: et Cis SLs e 8 whi Ope - astern 
Hay :Tons: ge 19 :0.7065: 0.73: O25 S.00"s" | Sere 
Beans :Bu.e } 43 30.5672: beg : ye ems oie early ame ef 
Pasture :Dol.: aaa ale ar : $2.00 as 2 AUTOR 
Other crops: " +; .OW0OO9 ; = ; soe bows $4500. =) * op 22h cs 908 


Tdle go see) SOSG OTe we 


1.00000 | Total Class 0-1 crop rent income$2.62 





ees 
in tho Fa oinhacenne ete: had Maite She a in 1931 all of the cultivated land 


in the aieietie penta he VO hee the full ee nee tax. 


Unelearcd_or ERS u Sa Londs 


NE iy gee le a VP Se ee St 
» 


Sit . ears 


. Little or no ineane, obviously, is derived: nes unclcared or non--. 


* profuping Te Novortieless,, thoy aro. bonofited. by drainage and are 
assessed. nad should ‘bear Some share of the tax burden 2, the amount to be 


Meee ees Sane 


agreed ‘upon. by; negotiation betwoon the interested: moras Anounts which 


. 
* 


appear oquit@bic undor: present cirernstances aro as follows 


s 
Lo ps & 


: Class bee. Lands, Oe aithiee the Seah group in the district - 


a ene ne mee nee me 


less | than - ae 000 eres, oF ye 221/2 por cnt, of the tihole area. These 


' 
ee 


lands: y are mostly. distributed throughout, ‘tho district 4) ‘srall tracts ranging 


w . ’ 


fron 2 fow acres ‘up to a quartor-deebién aha hee gonorally contigtous ta 


LY 


improved lend , highin sf ona i teoigee Whi Te no erop income can’ be“ obtained 


fron uncleared land, a; dreinage tax of. 25 conte per. acre, is : proposed with 


the idoa ae such a tax Wale not ordinarily prove. unduly burdensome to . 


: individual - owmors yot will be high cnough to ‘induce improving and convert ing 


5 
t 


‘those tracts into ‘Clecs ay land in order that ‘tho owner nay ‘obtain increased 
inconc ith which to pay ‘the ta x08 Buch © a 1 developiont will’ also rosult in 
inercascd in 1¢ O10 to the CO es 

at Class Be2 2. Lands in: “the ‘aisiniat: oO eae nearly 95,000 acres, from 
which Little immod ic i incoric may Hee oxpoctod. | ‘A large /part of this is 


noosiy Tocated with respect to. TOE ads and will require, in addition to the 


4 
> 


cast of clonring,. ‘constdorablo | ee: far farn ditches before it can be 
geratoston 1s cultivgtcds | Also, @ Large portion of - this da and is included 
‘in “the St. Frotieis Levoo’ pis strict. In’view of the wee average state and 
county taxcs against nost of this land, 58 cents per acre for 1930, there 
scens little reason to hope that it ean pay drainage assessmonts of any 
considerable arnount. In fact, there is grave doubt that even state and 


county taxos will be paid unless such texcs are materially reduccd, 


Considering all these facts, it is deemed ill-advised at this time to assess 
drainage taxes in excess of 25 cents per acre against this class of land. 
This amount, together with the state and county taxes, should be sufficient 
to cause the owners of this type of land us expedite development in order 
that the land may produce income. Such development would change the 
classification from B-2 to B+l,; and in the end both land owner and bond 
holder would be benefited. 

Class C-2 Lands amount to more than 97,000 acres, about 21 
per cent of the district. They consist largely of cut-over swamp land of 
inferior soil types, in large part Be arene It is proposed that 
there be levied against such lands a maintenance charge of 15 cents per 
acre, as it is equitable that all potential agricultural lands within the 
district should bear some share of the cost of maintaining eens ditches. 

Income Available for Drainage Taxes 

General and school taxes are liens prior to drainage taxes, and it is 
therefore necessary that payment be made from the owner's income from the 
land. Mortgages outstanding against lands in Little River Drainage District 
are secondary to the drainage taxes. No attempt has been made to determine 
the amount of mortgages outstanding because numerous foreclosures have been 
made since the available data were obtained, and because practically ali on 
the mortgages are delinquent and subject to foreclosure. The mortgagess: 
are rapidly becoming the landowners. In view of this condition, .no 
provision is made in this report for the payment of mortgages. 

The records for 1930, the latest available, indicate that the averago 
general and school taxes on Class A land were 72 cents per acre, on Class 
B land 58 cents per acre, and on Class C.land 46 cents.per acre, There was 


no noticeable difference in the rates of assessment for: cleared and uncleared 


Vandana 


"—- 28 = 
.In addition to general and "school t taxes, the “Landotmer has to Mee 


money each year.in managing the land,’ marketing his share of the ote, and 
_ Maintaining. the farm improvements. - These cxpenses must be wai dierent the 
income from the land.. No reliable data were collected as to average costs of 
farm management and repairs. The amount:to bo allowed'is a matter of 
agreement between the. interested parties. In this report 75 cents per 
acre of cultivated land has been assumed for the cost of those itens. 
The maximum arg Linage::.tax thet can be obtained, including that 
necessary for maintenance of the drainage works, is in any year the crop 
rent income (sce Tables. .6 to-9) less the ‘sum of the gencral and school 
taxes and the cost. of. farm management and up-keep. Computation of this 
drainage tax for the years 1931 and 1932 is show in coluxms 4 to fe kan 
Table 10, However, it is not possible to ‘calculate the total anount to be 
obteined fron any particule ir class of land by multiplying the number of 
acres in that class by the rent income determined for the hypothetical acre 
and deducting the overhead (general and school taxes and nenagenent and 
farm maintenance), for the following reason. ; 
In sone instances the drainage tax that ‘can legelly be collected will 
be less than the net income per acre, -because of small assessed benefits. 


For example, the 1932 drainage tax levy in the Little River District was 


7.07 per cent for the original district and 8.30 per cent for the west 
extension. Some lands in all the classes have total assessed benefits of 


but $4.00 per acre, which linits the legal tax on those particular lands to 


7.07 per cent of $4.00 or 28 cents per acre in the original district, and to 


‘4 uy 


8.30 per cent of 34,00 or 35 cents in the west extension, Regardless of the 
Ve , g F 

fact that the net ‘earmizigs of the eines ea lands for 1932, less the general 

and school taxes and the 75 cents per : acre assured management costs, 


totaled 79 cents per acre, (Table 10, columm 7), ‘the naxirwn tax that could 


et eae 


Table 9.- Computed Crop Secs for the Hypothetical Acre Using 
1938 Crop Yield.and Prices Advocated under Farm Relief 












Bill 
3 ye 6 
SUNT t's a eae :ComputedsAs sumed: Total $Crop 
Crop. pee OL OS OTStri- ee: ot Se yield syield sprice :svalue ofsrent 
‘ yield:bution omsyieldsper acresper acresper § :crops onsincome 
oes :Hypothet— tfor dis-:for landsunit thypothet-3from 
nt tical +: Ser tou :classes $ Bical shypo- 
wg: fo “t@ore z: ; : : zacre sthetical 
le eee meres Les : . sacre 
re af TAND ; 
Corn su. sey 47289 te 1666: 22.1: 26: $0.60 : $7.38 : $2.46 
Seed corianenn ee ~14806 :1.0989:1195.0 3: 1313s. .0US5s. “BesGye, ea 
_ Wheat Bits) OC Lea OBIE yea ie 1yei5 els luo win | manna ODe evinn vere it ips 41 
Oats. om Sows s,OU0OH TiS lier 19.0 + CE ea Sle: AS oe iea t= 
Hay :Tons: 08519 :1.2065: ‘0.73: 0.9: 10.00 : i re chs 
Beans 'sBu. 3 703043 31. Dee} 1.9 Gi Nee elOO pedi Cees a)! 
Pasture <:Dol.: .03501 : pA Pea $3.25 : - 3 — 3 aaa 
Other crops: ". : .oWOOd 3; = 2 - 3 12.00: - 3 oes! EO 
Idle : : .03627 3 : : wg - 3 : 















Corn sBu.e 3.47289 30.9378: 22.1 3 22 3 : eos 
Seed. cotton:Lbs.3 »14806 :0.992021195.0 .: - 1185 : .O4%3: 7.54: 1.88 
Wheat Soe blcOLes 1 eO(9Ls) Liss. -s lero igo: “Teese 
Oats soM os OU005 22.0700: 19/0:.. 3 OG a niOs ris Yop anne 5! 
Hay :Tons: .Q8519 :0.9348;. 0.73 : ROWpseLO 200%" iGO Psueeas0 
Beans sBu. : 203043 :0.7463:. 4.9 3 eae 3 a Bale rar 12 tee OH 
Pasture SOL st eO0b0L” 3 - 3 - 3 3.003 en 58 wan ue ae 
Other crops: " : .O4009 : - 3 ~ $.. vn 29~005 er Ua 236 - og 
Idle : 203627 3: Ap : —- 2 3 : : 
= : 


CLASS: C-1 LAND 





Corn Seta iy 6 tO 008 the Pele, 1S. Sark evel POMS miiseO Peeeaaa lees 
Seed cotton:Lbs.: .14806 :0.7751:1195.0 : 926° : .04%3 : 5.90: 1.48 
Wheat eter LeU sO suoOem bisa. By agen Meicerns seus | Manan 
Oats 3" =: .OU005 30.2840: 19.0 : Be er MeO is -OS0s, ies 
Hay :Tons: .08519 :0.7065: 0.73 3 O65 10800.04s oUt ish yee 
Beans sBu. : 03043 3:0. ae Meg ie Beet OO) as OG (ss BS 
Pasture Sodas re D0 Luss Sint oes : = ie sates ti mei) us ©O7 
Other crops: " ;3 .04009 : sa Shs) : Go: - 3 pou Nahe 
eS eh. Ae ene aR RSS = 


1.00000 Total Class C-l crop rent income 8 


Table 10.- 






Year 





. ee 





‘sland : 


- 30'~ 
sate eae Drainage Taxes 


si 





:class:Acreage :from hypo- :for man- :and 

: : | :thetical jyagement :school 

> a eertecre: and re~ 

: : tes tpairgs, per:per 
, : : “+ saCLlre rAaGLe 
1931 sA-1 3 S687 TEE Oe. es CO at) Ons SOR 
. sA-2, : 10,936-: Ls 3 a. fe 
_. (fableb: Bows 53g.) ae “él : (5 eee 

SBa2 92 7764s : 2 65S 

'$C=1 933,588 2.0L B Te cotta nests cc's 

20-2 ae : : 


, B6,8UT 





tRent income sAl lowance General :Maximum: Total 


tax 
:taxes, strate, 


amount 
:drainagesavailable for 
:drainage taxes 
: including 

:per acre:maintenance 


: $115,000.00 
& ,000.00 
160,000.00 
23,194.00 
18, 400.00 








2°26 s SHOSTOMS (O79 63,000.00 
, - tA-2 : 10,936-3 ae SOMDEY ko ne serch 8,000.00 
(Tablegs-1. 3130539 241.978 1, | Sabena HS ty, Ole (BO 00076E 
Peo ers Gey (bata eee ees es t c5S0 02. Me Pbust Came Olnen 
BC-L” 3235, 58G~8ue Fess es Tes ete ee Lone 5,374.00 

osu ‘. = : : M Uy * bs 14 








L952" FA-1 
yields, :A~2 
assumed:B-1 
prices: 
(Table &: 











86,87 - 5) ee Sh 0./2 
3. 10,936 3 wor ET ie ~ Sees [he 
2151,539 : bel : 15 Sr Aig te: 
92,776 = nS ~ Supe 5e 
35, 088 ssh 2.62). iat ie. (mmm mea E 
2s : : : ~ se Uy 








: 2.83: 166,960.00 
: whos 8,000.00 
: 2.62: . 265,000.00 
Sa aE 23,194.00 
: 1.44; 39,000.00 
: 14,593.00 
FS ak Uy 200 









166,960.00 


, 0.75 Oe ae 2 B53 
yields,:A-2 .: 10,936 : - : ~ aay ge" 0 Pa ae &,000.00 
pré-war:B-1 © 3:131,539 5.05 TD ORS SOG eek se el one oo 
prices :B~2 92,776 3 - : ~ $2) Eee ee eat 23,194.00 
(fable 9:0-1°°:°33,588 : - 3.392 Bc hs Tm eae i a eae eh 45,500.00 
| PR O=2 os; : i a ee oleae Ds Loew Leos 00 
: Me : 6,97 





a 2 
legally be levied Seaivat tne Tah desessed $4.00 benefits was 28 cents per 
acre it whe original district. Where the assessed benefits against a tract 
vere $40.00 per acre, the legal tax was 7.07 per cent of $40.00 or $2.83 
in the original district and 8.30 per cent of $40.00 or $3.32 in the west 
exteusion. ci these cases the drainage tax collected from the land under the 
proposed plan vould be 79 cents per acre as stated above, 

To obtain the anount available for drainage taxes. for any particular 
class of land, it is necessary to go through the tax records of the Gi Strick, 
and, where the ween annual tax against a parcel of land excceds the net 
income from the land, to reduce the amount of tax to such net income. Where 
the net income exceeds the legal drainage tax, .the lands would pay the 
full legal amount. (The net income referred to is, per acre, the crop. 
rent income from the hypothetical acre less the general and shool taxes 
and allowance for farm management and repcirs.) This procedure was 
followed in computing the amounts that would have been available under the 
proposed plan for the years 1931 and 1932, and also for 1932 with prices of 
farn products assumed as in Tables 8 and 9 which are more than double those 
actually received. Those computed anounts are show in colurm 8 of Table 10. 
The proposed drainage tax rates to be levied egainst the uncleared land 
(Classes A=-2, B=2, and Cm2) are those mentioned under the heading 
"Uncleared or Non=producing Lands" (pages 26 & 27) which are in addition to 
general and school taxes. 

If at any’ tine the general’and school taxes aro rotary the cnount 
available for drainage taxes shown in Table LO will be inercased by 
the anount ‘of such reduction. It is believed that since 1930 the average 


reduction in general and school taxes has been about 20 per cent. 


F -.02 - 
Maintenance Work Requircd 


Since ee very little maintonance work has been done on the 


Es 


* 


district SPAN Tovece tres and. practically all of the ditches have 


. 


Pg so Pilled with dense a of willows that their capacities are 


. . 4 


reduced cho 0) to 75 2 per cent of those for which they were designed, es- 

ae ally in the surmier nee the willows are in full foliage. As <a result, 
much of the tand in the district is at present poorly drained and a wet season 
is certain to couse crop failures over mich of the area. ft. Ls uscless to 


plan for reha bilitation of the district unless provision is made for. the 


oni the eeiects ond such other tm intenance work as may 


S 


immediate clearing 
i eS 

A‘, inspection of the district mde in January and February, 1933, .° 
showed that the work uaa in Table 11 should be given attention in the 
irmodicate future. Aiter ee eee works have onee been put in good 
condition, it is believed annual cxpenditures for maintenance night be 
15 per cent less than the estinate in Table 11. 


Dable 11 - Maintenance Werk Required in Livgtle | River ‘ Drainage District 





See OO NOLS! 1 03a gly eae aE MURS ead IO se pa nad 
Ditch clearing (654 miles) ~----. --- 955,500.00 
Excavation rork on ditches (48 miles) its: 33 , 500.00 
Hondvater diversion works -~-------- 5,500.00 
Mii.tenance of basins and dans ~ = - - — — 1,000.00 
Co..tingencies, highwater fighting, OTCer ~ _ 6,500.00 


82,000.60 


Operation of district office, and niscellancous 18 3 000%. 00 


= 


Grand total | $100,000.00. 


bm OS = 


Estimated Rovu chi Reh, to Bondholders 





Under the plan which has beehh outlined, the net income that would 
have been available for the bondholders for the years 1931 and 1932 are as 
£ivyen in Tasle Le, 


Table 12 - ness! outed Rett Returns for the Bondholéers 











“tAvailable for Moin Inintenanee cost,: ‘Ancunt available 
Yea :drainage taxes : first year : for 
(Tables, Col.S)3. (Table 11) “3 bondholders 
1931 s/$S39 187" * : $100,000. 3 $259,187 
1932 oo) ASS LOL LOGS OOO « r 94,161 


a a ea ee eee 


1932 yiclds, 


assumed prices: 
Peotn Tanta See" OL63 74725 |: : 100,000. 2. 416,747 
As in Table 9 : 536,977 ¢ 100,000. s 436,977 





The figures shown Were obtained by subtracting the cost of maintenance 
from the net income for the district as stated in Table 10, colurm 8, and are 
based on the eee ation that sui the lead in the district will pay the drainage 
taxes indicated. The net income shown for 1952 is considerably less than that 
primarily 

for 1931. , /because of decreased crop yield in 1932 although lover prices for 

Sorn,- wheat, and onts had sore effect. 
Table 12 shows also the cnount that vould have been available for 

the bondholders in 1952 if the form prices obtained for the crops had been 
equal to those uscd in Tables 8 and 9. If the prices of Table 8 prevailed 

in 1951, when the crop yields wero consi¢ lerably larger then in 1932, the 
net incone availabe for the bondholders that year would heve been %4535,000. 
Lf far: prices in 1931 had equalled those advocated in the farm relicf bill 
recently passed by Congress (Table 9) the net incoric obtained by the 
bondholders, with present conditions of develoment in the district, 
would have been about {$540 , 000. These comnmutations are based on the 

assumption that the assessments on the uncleared land vould remain the sane as 


those recormended in this report (pages 26 & 24, Any increase in return to 


<n 


¢ 


the bondholders over $540,000 would coms about either by clearing more land, 
raising the sug¢estcé rates on Class 2 lends, or through decrease in the 
general and school taxes, 

For comparison with -the above, the -brounts due each year on district 
bonds. and interest, for the balance ae g che Late oF the bonds are given in 
Table 13. In addition to the amounts given in Table IS, the asscssnents 
ion drainage taxes rst be large heen to include the cost of minteining 


the drainage iniprovenents and provide a factor of safety to cover defaults 


\ 


in. payment, 


Table 13. Paynents Duc on 
_ Little River Drainase District Bonds, 
including. Interest 


a a a Ne 





eT Bely ls! >| #mount Due $ poe 6 a Amount Due ” 

1935: 3 853,575 : 1939 : $731,175 

1934 .: 884,370 : 1940 i, 7025805 

1935 : 856 , 960 : 1941 >. 675,225 

1936 3: 910,400 : 1942 a. eto, ocn 

LOS 7a~ 786 5285 : 19435 = OAS. Leo 

Loses 758 , 335 : 1944. =  }pe0, 625 a 


Totel 1933 - 1944 $8,803,505 
Too) net hen aeea ti ete merce 
OPERATION OF PROPOSED REHABILITATION PLAN 











The plan of rehabilitction proposed herein for the Little River 
Drainazc District fecormends that no change be made in the legally fixed 
ore . 
assessments for peynent of the district's bonds an3 interest, but thet for 
1933 and subsequently, the bondholders accept 2s mynent in full each year the 
aniount that the lanés ean pay, Geternined in accordance with the method that 
has been describcde Settlenont of taxes Cuc prior to 1933 will be a matter 


for ogreenent betreen the bondholders and the landovmers. 


t 
‘ 


en 
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Levying and Collecting Drainaze Taxes 





Each year the district should lovy a tax sufficicnt to neet in full 
all requirements for that year. ‘This amual assessnent should be sufficien 
to retire all bonds and coupons maturing during the year and provide funds 


for Wnintormance of the ditch system and administretion of the district. Also 


each year the capeeity of tke lend to ay shoula be computed, and the actual 


charges the Inndovmers should pay be cetermined as outlined in Table 10 
and discussca ieter in this report, 

Then when a landowner has paid the amount detcrmined es equitable under 
this plan of adjustnent, he should be given a reccipt for the full anount of the 
mrermoce tux Lovy Lor thet years. For example, hana percel of lang has’ becn 
taxed $2.54 per acre and under the plen of adjustment that particular percel 
is classed as C-2 land, the rate of paynent mould be LS cents per acre. 

(See page 31 and Table 80) Whon ‘the 15 cents vor acre hes been poi, poe 
owmer of the tract will heve discharged in full his dreinage tax obligation for 
that year and will be given a reccint cv the rate of $2.54 per acre. The serie 
procecure would be followed for lands cf the other classes. 

Retirencnt of Principal and Intercst 

Beeause the draincge tax receipts given to the landowmers are to be, 
under the proposed plen, for the full amounts of the legal assessnents, the 
face valuc of those Yececipts will be considcrably more then the cmount of taxes 
paid to the drainaze district. In exchange for whatever principal and interest 
payments the district has reccived fror. the langovwners, the bondholders will 
turn over to the district bonds and coupons in the srmiount of the face value 
of the receipts given ‘to the landowners’ in exchonge for those paynents. Thus, 
if for any year the tax levy for' bond principal and interest is $900,000 and 
the district reccives $3400, 000 me aa saynient of that levy for which it gives, 
accord ng to tho procedure stated in the precoding paragranh, reccipts 


uu 


enounting to $700, 000, tho Donéholders will take’ the $400,000 and will ‘cancel 


rs Pa se? cree vem 
bonds and coupons anounting to seve: y-ninths of. th he prineipay and sceven— 
= & j 


ninths of the interest maturizy that yoaor, instead of foureninths of cachs 
Effect of Overlapping Area on Inca 

The anounts available for bondholders, shown-in Table le, are the 
amounts oveiloble for overlapping districts as well. as the Iittie River dis= 
trict. The amount available for the bondholders of. tho Little River District 
in any one year will depend upon either the Ceduction of the full assessments 
for overlapping districts, or upon the adjustments of such esscssnents with 
the. overlapping districts. In this connection atvenvton is called tothe 
fact thet, outside of the St. Freneis Levee District and the Elk Chute Draimes 
District, the area overlepped by other cistricts is largely cultivated land - 
£9 095 acres cultivated out of 35,228 acres totale Much of this land docs not 
carry mexirun Little River District taxcs » and with prices and yields as shorn 
in Table 8 rould have sufficicnt net income t> nay both the Little River tax 
and the overlapping adrainese toxcse 

The St. Pran 1cis Levee District includes 118,195 acres of the Little 
River Drainage District, of thich about 48 per cent is. unimproved. It is 

important that.sone definite: arrangenent, be made with this district and with 
the alc Chute Draincce District relative to the division of texes collected 
from the land under any proposed method of refinecncing. 

One method of arreanent would be for the overlapping districts and. the 
Little River district to coopernte in determining the net income from .the 
land, as outlined in this report. Each district would then levy the full. 
Legal drainage tax. against -tha landj ond if die total.of abl such levies: 

Was less than the net income as determined, all drainage taxes would be paid in 
full. If the total drainage taxes levied cxeeeded the net ineouc, the anoun 
colleeted by cach district would be in the sare ratio to the total cmLount 


collected as its drainage tax levy wes to-tho Gotal drainage tax Levye 


=~ 37 & 
No atteript has been made ih this xébort to work out a plan of settlenent 


with overlapping drainage districts and, therefore, it is impossible to draw 
definite conclusio ns as to the effect of overlapping districts upon the net 
income ‘to the Little River district bondholders. 
Future Determinations of Capacity to Pay 

Data heretofore presented show the yiclds of crops and the income for 
19351 and 1932 and the area in various crops. Teble 14 gives the weighted 
average yheld per acre for cach erop for all classes of land in the district 
for the two-year period 1931-1932 and the weighted everese for the six counties 
of southeastern Missouri (Cape Girardeau, Stoddard, Scott, New Madrid, 
Durklin, and Peniscot) for the sare pericd. 

Table 14 — Ratios of Average Crop Yields in 
Little River Drainage District to Those 


for the Counties in thich the District 
1s Located, 193) - Lose. 





- ‘Weighted averaze yield per acre: Ratio of district 
Crop AS Gr aby re be 1931 — 1932 : yield to county 
: District : Six : yicld 
* counties : 
: ~ :(Table 5) Per cent 
_ Corn Ste: Jei-br et eG : ates >. 0.885 
Seed Cotton See 1S hein. oe Hoe ‘ 1.109 
Wheat eDilsus -t vet, : 14.8 : 1.196 
Oats eu : 465 : 294 0.827 
Hay econ a OS ce coats 1,56 er del ben, 


The average yields ver acre for the six counties determined for any 
year in the future will ezable the average yiclds per acre for the district 


pplying the ratios given in the last column of Teble 14. 


« 


to be calculated by a 
Ten assuming that the crop-area distribution in the district remains 
unchansed, with prices for southeastern Missouri crops determined for that 
year, the total crop returns and the landlord's share may readily be cormputed. 
It is recommended that the dis trict and the bondholderst comoration request 
the University of Mis@ uri to advise them in poriy: fucust of cach year during 
‘the life of the bond issue, the average yields cnd the farm prices of the 


erops for the six countics in which the Little River Drainage District is 


located. 

The everage yiclds for the six counties may be inet iteten in otras 
4 of Table 14 and then multiplied by the ratios in colurm 5, to give new 
avereze yiclds for the district to replace SEA Saree in colurmm ae Then by 
substituting these new yield. figures in-colurm 3 of Table 6 or 7 ond the 
ew crop prices in colum: 5 of the same table, the anmual value of crop 
and the landlord's share econ be ‘cormutede The per cont change in the return 
fron the five ero ps liste@ in Table 14 should de cormputed, and the returns 
from the beans and other ¢rops should be rei sed or lowered in the see eee 
each years 

As land is cleared am brought into cultivation, the bondholders are 
entitled to their SREB the resulting increased income. Probably the 


5 


Simplest way of cc torr wining this will be for the interested parties to 


4 


canvass tho district cach year and deterzine the arca that has been clearcd 
and placec in cultivation sinee the previous survey. The areas found thus de- 
veloped should have their SSS One to- Class I and be taxed 
accorcinsly, It. is recamicirled thet every third year.a survey be nade 

for the purpose of deterzini eee any chance that Tay have OC CUrTSd. Lie 7 oie 
tributicna in tho 2 apt ae cs eo new hypothetical acre be devcloped in the 


” * 


manner outlined in this report. 


COlCLUSICNS 

The lands of the Little River Drainere District can not, under presen 
comlitions, pay the drainage taxcs necessary to mect its outstanding obliga= 
tions. This situation is eauscéd not only by high cost. oF ara incge and 
low prices of farm products, but also by the fact that under the Law maxinun 
drainage assessments arc levicé against uncleared land which is yielding 
the owner ho rectum. ny workable plon of rehabilitation mst be based 
upon the ability of the land to my and must be accepted by both bondholders 


and landowmers,. 


oe 


It is useless to plan for rohavilitation of the finances of the 
district unless provision is made for immediate clearing of the ditches and 
such other maintenance work:as may be required to nake the drainage works 
effective, 

The proposed pien,. had it been in effect in 1951 and 1932, would have 
resulted in-making available. to the bondholders of the Little River and 
overlapping districts the amount of $239,187 in 1931 and $94,161 in 1932, pro« 
vided all the land had paid the amounts suggested. Had the prices received 
for the 1952 @rops been sornewhere near those sought by the farm relief bill 
which reeently passed Congress, the bondholders would have received 

9436,927 that yoar under the proposed plan. ne amounts available to the 
bondholders of the Little River District wuld depend upon agrcenents 
reached with the overlapping districts. 

The amount of past-due taxcs to be collected is a mtter of agreenent 
between bondholders and landommers, but must not be so ~reat as to make it 
impossible for the landommers to mget future taxcs, .Mo. ,sugecestion is made in 
the report as to the anount of paste-due taxes thet should be paid. 

The bencfit assessnents for the Little River Drainage District should 
rermin as fixed by the court, and the tax levy for each year should be 
at the normal rate necessary to ncet intercst payments and to retire meturing 
bonds. Each landotmer who pays the drainage texes in accordance with the 
plen of rehabilitation proposcec in this report should be given each year a 
receipt in full for the taxes. levied for that year, and the bondholders 
should turn over to the cistrict bonds representea by the reccipts given in 
ge Bk 

4A large portion of the lands in the Little River Drainage Dis= 
trict are embraced also in overlapping districts... Sore of the lends are 
liable for drainage taxes in as many as three other districts. Theretore, 
sore agreerient mist be reached with those overlapping districts if any plan 


of refinancing the Little River district is to be successful... Any plon 


districts until such an agreenent has been reached. . ea 


amy pleit of reorganization, to be successful, will require able 


officicnt administration with full appreciation of equity Heid guar adidlyae shine Re s 
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